* AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

Customer Name:
Telephone #:

Customer Address:

‘Brie

The cut was to take place on 12/20/96 per the customer, and we did have -

confirmation from AMI on this also.- We were told two (2) days before the cut by -

AMI that they did not have enough facmtles to do the cut and they may not be ;

ready by the 20th. T . PRESR

Later, we found that the address for the new location was not correct (it was

across the street from the original new address) but the AMI tech said this was

not a problem and they will still be able to cut on the 20th.

Once again, we found out from the AMI tech. that there were not enough

facilities at the new location to do the cut. AMI said they would not have a tech

to do the cut on the 20th; but the cut ended up going on the 23rd after we

approved the overtime for AMI.
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AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT:

Customer Name:
Telephone #:
Customer Address:

Originally, Ameritech clairried that there was existing fécilifies which we were i
unable to locate so we decided to install a new loop and then proceed with a
cross-connect. When we put the cross-connect order through to AMI they =

informed us that it wasn't necessary to take this action because there wasn't
an active line at this location. T
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"' AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

Customer Name:
Telephone #: -

Customer Address:"*

Ameritech claimed that there was existing service at this location when in fact

the customer was the very first tenant in the condo the line was to be installed . .

at. | know that the customer is telling the truth because she happens to be my -

cousin, however, AMI was able to buy time for themselves by making Us ... ..
double check our information.® = - e
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AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

Customer Name
Telephone #:

Customer Address:

Ameritech claimed that there was existing facilities at this location so we had to

contact the customer and verify this information. When we finally got ahold of |

the customer we had him plug a phone into every jack in the house to find the

active line. He called back and said that he couldn't get a dial tone out of any

of the jacks.

After receiving this information we resent it to Ameritech and the order went

through fine. However, they were able to buy themselves more time by making
us go through the aforementioned actions. '
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BROOKS FIBéR COMMUNICATIONS OF MICHIGAN, INC.

AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

Customer Name:

Telephone #:

Customer Address:

I talked with a provisioner from Ameritech today and they will leave the OFX
__}_i_pe_fghme. They basically said in this instance the OPX

line is tied to a “station” and not a phone number and therefore can stay as is.

The problem is still not rectified, however.

Ameritech is saying we have two choices: (1) either pay for a redesign of any

future line based OPX circuit, $700-$1500, or (2) keep one dial tone circuit

with Ameritech for any future customer with a line based OPX line (it evidentally

_doesn’t matter which number as long as one stays)

This justifies what | had been telling them all along—the OPX circuit physically

has NOTHING to do with the phone number. This may be a temporary solution

but | would stili [would] like to have the ability to take all the customer lines we

can and not make the billing issue any more difficult for the customer than we

have to.”
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AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

SRS

Customer Name: _-
Telephone #:

Customer Address:.

B ALY AR *

W

The customer has an OPX. : Wé wénted Ameritéch to miscellanébﬁé bi.l.l tﬁe

CPX. Ameritech refused. We put the order on hold to await a decision.

Ameritech then startéd tow rk the order after the order was pht on héid. The

customer had two numbers that went down. Ameritech got one of the numbers

back up the same day but the other number was still down three days later.

The order is still on hold pending a decision on the OPX issue.
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AMERITECH INCIDENT REPORT

Customer Name:
Telephone #:
Customer Address:

CUSTOMER CALLED AMI TO ADD CALL FORWARD/FIXED TO THE LAST - -
LINE OF THEIR HUNT GROUP, WHICH IS CURRENTLY WITH AMi BUT AN
ORDER IS PENDING TO SWITCH THESE LINES OVER TO BROOKS. THE -
AMI REPRESENTATIVE TOLD THE CUSTOMER THAT HIS REQUEST WAS
NOT POSSIBLE BECAUSE OF THE TYPE OF SOFTWARE AMI USES. ALL
THE CUSTOMER WANTED TO DO WAS SIMPLY HAVE THE LAST LINE OF
THEIR HUNT GROUP TO CALL FORWARD TO ONE OF THEIR BROOKS
NUMBERS THAT'S ALREADY UP & RUNNING ON BROOKS. THIS
CUSTOMER SHOULD BE ABLE TO ADD CALL FORWARDING TO ANY
NUMBER THEY CHOOSE. WE ADVISED THE CUSTOMER TO CALL AMI
BACK AND ADD CALL FORWARD/VARIABLE TO THE LAST LINE SO THAT
THEY COULD DO THE PROGRAMMING THEMSELVES.
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in the Matter of the Commission’s Own )
Motion to consider Ameritech Michigan's )
Compliance with the Competitive Checklistin ) Case No. U-11104
Section 271 of Telecommunications Act of 1996 )

PROOF OF SERVICE

STATE OF MICHIGAN )
)ss
COUNTY OF KENT )

served a copy of the attached document to the parties listed below viaFirst Clasg U.S. Mail/postage

The undersigned, being duly sworn, deposes and says that on the 17th day of January 1997, he
prepaid.

iaFi
Y4
Tedd J. Stein (P41159)(/

Subscribed and sworn to before me this
171k day of January 1997.

Af-*é-r‘i[w

snema, Notary Public
it County
1ssion Expires 9/7/99
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JOINT SERVICE LIST
WORLDCOM
Mr. Norman C. Witte Ms. Linda L. Oliver
115 West Allegan Avenue, 10" Floor Hogan & Hartson
Lansing, Ml 48933-1712 555 - 13" Street, NW
Fax: 517-485-0187 Washington, DC 20004
AT&T COMMUNICATIONS

Mr. Larry Salustro

AT&T Communications, inc.
4660 S. Hagadorn Road, 6™ Floor
East Lansing, Ml 48823

Fax: 312-230-8210

CONTINENTAL CABLEVISION, INC.

Mr. Timothy P. Collins

Continental Cablevision, Inc.

26500 Northwestern Hwy., # 203
Southfield, MI 48076

Tele: 810-204-1802, Fax: 810-204-1890
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In the Matter of the Commission's Own )
Moation to consider Ameritech Michigan's )
Compliance with the Competitive Checklistin )
Section 271 of Telecommunications Act of 1996 )

Case No. U-11104

JOINT SERVICE LIST

MCI

Mr. Albert G. Ernst

Dykema Gossett PLLC

800 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, Mi 48933

Fax: 517-374-9191

MECA

Glen A. Schmiege

Mark J. Burzych

Foster, Swift, Collins & Smith, PC
313 South Washington Square
Lansing, Ml 48933

Fax: 517-371-8200

MICHIGAN CONSUMER FEDERATION
Mr. Richard D. Gamber, Jr.

Michigan Consumer Federation

115 West Allegan, Suite 500

Lansing, Ml 48933

Fax: 517-487-6002

SPRINT COMMUNICATIONS COMPANY, LP
Mr. Richard P. Kowalewski

Sprint Communications Company, LP

8140 Ward Parkway, 5-E

Kansas City, MO 64114-8417

Fax: 913-624-5681

US DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE

Ms. Katherine E. Brown

U.S. Department of Justice—Antitrust Division
555 - 4" Street, NW

Washington, DC 20001

Fax: 202-514-6381

AMERITECH

Mr. Craig A. Anderson

Mr. Michael A. Hoimes

Ameritech

444 Michigan Avenue, Room 1750
Detroit, Ml 48226-2517

Tele: 313-223-8033

Fax: 313-496-9326

Page 2 of 4
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In the Matter of the Commission's Own )
Motion to consider Ameritech Michigan's )
Compliance with the Competitive Checklistin ) Case No. U-11104
Section 271 of Telecommunications Act of 1996 )

JOINT SERVICE LIST

TELEPORT COMMUNICATIONS GROUP, INC.
Roderick S. Coy & Stewart Binke

Clark Hill PLC Mr. Douglas W. Trabaris
200 North Capitol Avenue, Suite 600 233 S. Wacker Drive, Suite 2100
Lansing, Ml 48933 Chicago, IL 60606

Fax: 517-484-1246

MICHIGAN ATTORNEY GENERAL
Mr. Orjiakor N. Isiogu

Assistant Attorney General

Special Litigation Division

630 Law Building **ID MAIL™
Lansing, M| 48933

FCC

Ms. Gayle Teicher

FCC—Policy Division of Common Carrier Bureau
1919 M Street, NW Room 544

Washington, DC 20554

Fax: 202-418-1413

MCTA

Mr. David E. Marvin

Mr. Michael S. Ashton

Fraser, Trebilcock, Davis & Foster, PC
1000 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, M| 48933

Fax: 517-482-0887

CLIMAX TELEPHONE COMPANY

Harvey J. Mesing & Ms. Sherri A. Wellman
Loomis, Ewert, Parsley, Davis & Gotting, PC
232 South Capitol Avenue, Suite 1000
Lansing, Ml 48933

Fax: 715-482-7227

TELECOMMUNICATIONS RESELLERS
Mr. Andrew O. Isar

Telecommunications Resellers Associatio
P.O. Box 2461 .
4312 - 92nd Avenue, NW

Gig Harbor, WA 98335-4461

Fax: 206-265-3912

Page 3 of 4
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In the Matter of the Commission’s Own )
Motion to consider Ameritech Michigan's )
Compliance with the Competitive Checklistin )
Section 271 of Telecommunications Act of 1996 )

Case No. U-11104

JOINT SERVICE LIST

MPSC

David Voges, Assistant Attorney General
6545 Mercantile Way, #15

Lansing, Mt 48911

Fax: 517-334-7655

BRE COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
Richard C. Gould

BRE Communications, Inc.
4565 Wilson Avenue
Grandyville, Ml 49418

Tele: 616-224-1600

Fax: 616-224-1609

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE
Administrative Law Judge

Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way, Suite 14
Lansing, Mi
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444 Michigan Avenue
Room 1750

Detroit, M1 48226
Office: 313-223-8033
Fax: 313-496-9326

eriteCh g;%igs!:‘. Anderson

January 24, 1997

MICHIGAN PUZLIC SERVICE
Ms. Dorothy Wideman FILED

Executive Secretary
Michigan Public Service Commission JAN 2 71397
P.O. Box 30221

Re: MPSC Case No. U-11104

Dear Ms. Wideman:

Enclosed for filing in the above-referenced case is the original proof of
service for Ameritech Michigan’s Submission as Required by the Commission’s

December 12, 1996 Order Initiating This Proceeding filed with the Commission on
January 21, 1997.

Very truly yours,
&a% 4. Anduand
7

Enclosure

CAA:jkt



STATE OF MICHIGAN
BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion,

)
to consider the total service long run incremental )
costs and to determine the prices of unbundled ) Case No. U-11280
network elements, interconnection services, )
resold services, and basic local exchange services )
for AMERITECH MICHIGAN. ) MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE
) FILED
PROOF OF SERVICE JAN 2 71997
COMM
STATE OF MICHIGAN ) ISSION
) SS.

COUNTY OF WAYNE )

J acquéline K. Tinney, being first duly sworn, deposes and states that
on the 21st day of January, 1997, she served a copy of Ameritech Michigan’s
Submission as Required by The Commission’s December 12, 1996 Ordér Initiating
This Proceeding upon all parties on the attached service list via overnight mail.

Further, deponent sayeth not.

dJ UEL]NEK.TINNI@X/

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 21st day of January, 1997.

b e

JULAYNNE R LUKAS
NOTARY PUBLIC STATE OF MICHIGAN
MACOMB COUNTY
ACTING IN:

WAYNE COUNTY
MY COMMISSION EXP. JULY 12,2000




SERVICE LIST
MPSC CASE NO, U-11280

David A. Voges

Sharon L. Feldman

Assistant Attorneys General
6545 Mercantile Way, Suite 15
Lansing, MI 48911
Attorneys for MPSC Staff
(517) 334-7650

(517) 334-7655 (Fax)

William R. Ralls

Leland R. Rosier

Butzel Long

118 West Ottawa Street

Lansing, MI 48933

Attorneys for MFS Intelenet &
City Signal

(517) 372-6622

(517) 372-6672 (Fax)

Roderick S. Coy

Douglas W. Trabaris

Hill Lewis

200 N. Capital Ave., Suite 600
Lansing, MI 48933
Attorneys for TCG Detroit
(517) 484-4481

(517) 484-1246 (Fax)

William H. Keating

GTE North, Inc.

100 Executive Drive
Marion, OH 43302
Attorney for GTE North
(614) 383-0240

(614) 382-9089 (Fax)

Stephen O. Schultz

Glen A. Schmiege

Mark J. Burzych

Foster, Swift, Collins & Smith, PC
313 South Washington Square
Lansing, MI 48933

Attorneys for MECA

(517) 871-8152

(517) 371-8200 (Fax)

Orjiakor N. Isiogu
Assistant Attorney General
Special Litigation Division
630 Law Building

Lansing, MI 48909
Attorney for AG’s Office
(517) 373-1123 :

(517) 373-9860 (Fax)

Larry J. Salustro

George Hogg, Jr.

AT&T Communications of Michigan
227 W. Monroe Street, 6th Floor
Chicago, IL. 60606

Attorneys for AT&T Com.

(312) 230-2665

(312) 230-8210 (Fax)

Harvey Messing

Loomis, Ewert, Ederer, Parsley,
Davis & Gotting

232 S. Capitol

Lansing, MI 48933 :

Attorney for Chatham Tel. Co.,
Communication Corp. of Mich.,
Wolverine Tel Co., Shiawassee
Tel Co. & Island Tel. Co.

(517) 482-2400

(517) 482-7227 (Fax)



Albert Ernst
Joan Campion
Dykema Gossett
- 800 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, MI 48933 ‘
Attorneys for MCI
(517) 374-9155
(517) 374-9191 (Fax)

David E. S. Marvin

Fraser Trebilcock Davis & Foster

1000 Michigan National Tower

Lansing, MI 48933

Attorney for Mich. Cable TV Assn.
and LCI International

(517) 482-5800

(517) 482-0887 (Fax)

Craig A. Anderson

Ameritech Michigan

444 Michigan Avenue, Room 1750
Detroit, MI 48226

Attorney for Ameritech Michigan
(313) 223-8033

(313) 496-9326 (Fax)

Norman C. Witte

115 W. Allegan, 10th Floor
Lansing, MI 48933

(517) 485-0070

(517) 485-0187 (Fax)
Attorney for WorldCom

Todd J. Stein

Brooks Fiber Communications
2855 Oak Industrial Drive, NE
Grand Rapids, MI 49506
Attorney for Brooks Fiber
(616) 224-4528

(616) 224-5108 (Fax)

Richard P. Kowaleski

Sprint Communications Company LP
8140 Ward Parkway, 5E

Kansas City, MO 64114

Attorney for Sprint

(913) 624-5681 (Fax)



444 Michigan Avenue /
Room 1750

Detroit, MI 48226

Office: 313-223-8033

Fax: 313-496-9326

. @eﬂtech g;auir?sg‘. Anderson

January 24, 1997

Ms. Dorothy Wideman - JAN 2 8 1997
Executive Secretary

Michigan Public Service Commission
6545 Mercantile Way, P.O. Box 30221 COMM‘SS]ON
Lansing, MI 48909

Re: MPSC Case No. U-11104
Dear Ms. Wideman:

Enclosed for filing is the original Proof of Service indicating service of
Ameritech Michigan’s Second Supplemental Information Filing upon the
parties listed on the attached service list.

Very truly yours

Craig A. Anderson

CAA/r]
Enclosure



STATE OF MICHIGAN
BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion, )
to consider Ameritech Michigan’s compliance ) Case No. U-11104
with the competitive c}}eck]ist in Section 271 )
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. g MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE
FILED
PROOF OF SERVICE - JAN 2 8 1997

Julaynne R. Lukas, being first duly sworn, deposesQQMM%&@%at on
the 24th day of January 1997, she served a copy of Ameritech Michigan’s Second

Supplemental Information Filing upon the parties listed on the attached service list

via United States Mail.

Further, deponent sayeth not.

Juddynne R. Lukas

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 24th day of January, 1997.

%WM%% ‘

JACOUELINE K TINNEY

Notry Public. Wayne County M{
"My Commasion Expires July 17 1998



SERVICE LIST

MPSC CASE NO, U-11104
Roderick S. Coy Albert Ernst
Stewart A. Binke Dykema Gossett

Clark Hill, PLC

200 N. Capitol Avenue, Suite 600
Lansing, MI 48933
Representing Teleport

Fax: 517-484-1246

David Voges

Assistant Attorney General
6545 Mercantile Way, Suite 15
Lansing, MI 48911
Representing MPSC Staff
Fax: 517-334-7655

Orjiakor N. Isiogu

Assistant Attorney General

Special Litigation Division

P.O. Box 30212

- Lansing, MI 48909

Representing Michigan Attorney
General

Fax: 517-373-9860

Todd J. Stein

Brooks Fiber Communications
2855 Oak Industrial Drive, NE
Grand Rapids, MI, 49506
Representing Brooks Fiber
Fax: 616-224-5108

Glen A. Schmiege

Mark J. Burzych

Foster, Swift, Collins & Smith
313 South Washington Square
Lansing, M1 48933
Representing MECA

Fax: 517-371-8200

800 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, MI 48933
Representing MCI

Fax: 517-374-9191

Norman Witte

115 W. Allegan

Lansing, MI 48933
Representing WorldCom
Fax: 517-485-0187

Harvey J. Messing

Sherri A. Wellman

Loomis, Ewert, Parsley,
Davis & Gotting, PC

232 S. Capitol Ave., Suite 1000

Lansing, MI 48933

Representing Climax Telephone
Company

Fax: 517-482-7227

Kathleen O’Reilly

414 A Street, S.E.

Washington, D.C. 20003
Representing Michigan Consumer
Federation

Fax: 202-547-5784

Tel: 202-543-5068

Richard P. Kowalewski

Sprint Communications Company L.P.
8140 Ward Parkway, 5E

Kansas City, MO 64114
Representing Sprint

Fax: 913-624-5681



David E. Marvin

Fraser, Trebilcock, Davis and
Foster, PC

1000 Michigan National Tower

Lansing, MI 48933

Representing MCTA

Fax: 517-482-0887

Joan Marsh

AT&T Communications, Inc.
4660 S. Hagadorn Rd., 6th Fl.
East Lansing, MI 48823
Representing AT&T

Fax: 312-230-8210

Katherine E. Brown

U.S. Department of Justice

Antitrust Division

555 4th Street, N.-W.

Washington, DC 20001

Representing U.S. Department
of Justice

Fax: 202-514-6381

Craig A. Anderson

Ameritech Michigan

444 Michigan Avenue, Room 1750
Detroit, MI 48226

Representing Ameritech Michigan
Fax: 313-496-9326

Richard C. Gould

Phone Michigan

4565 Wilson Avenue

Grandville, MI 49418

Representing BRE Communications
Fax: 616-224-1609

Andrew O. Isar
Telecommunications Resellers Assn.
4312 92nd Ave., NW.

P.O. Box 2461

Gig Harbor, WA 98335
Representing Telecom. Resellers
Fax: 206-265-3912

Timothy P. Collins

Continental Cablevision, Inc.

26500 Northwestern Hwy., Suite 203

Southfield, MI 48076

Representing Continental
Telecommunications

Fax: 810-204-1890

Tel: 810-204-1802

Gayle Teicher

Federal Communications Commission

Policy Division, Common Carrier
Bureau

1919 M Street, N-W,, Room 544

Washington, DC 20554

Representing FCC

Fax: 202-418-1413

Linda L. Oliver

Hogan & Hartson LLP

555 Thirteenth Street, N'W.
Washington, DC 20004
Representing CompTel
Fax: 202-637-5910



FRASER TREBILCOCK Davis & FOSTER, P.C.
LAWYERS

1000 MICHIGAN NATIONAL TOWER
LANSING, MICHIGAN 48932

JOE C. FOSTER JR* BRANDON W. ZUK TELEPHONE (517} 482-5800 nco’l Ec%ugi.sm
RONALD R. PENTECOST DAVID D WADDELL ARCHIE C.

PETER L. DUNLAP** MICHAEL C. LEVINE FACSIMILE (517) 482-0887 EVERETT R. TREBILCOCK
EVERETT R. ZACK* THOMAS J. WATERS - JAMES R. DAVIS
DOUGLAS J. AUSTIN -MARK R, FOX**® DONALD A. HINES
ROBERT W. STOCKER Il NANCY L. LITTLE i

MICHAEL €. CAVANAUGH* SHARON A. BRUNER —_—

JOHN J. LOOSE MICHAEL S. ASHTON *ALSO LICENSED IN FLORIDA
DAVID E.S. MARVIN® MICHAEL J. REILLY *ALSO LICENSED IN DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
STEPHEN L. BURLINGAME MICHELYN E. PASTEUR #ALSO LICENSED IN OHIO

C. MARK HOOVER PATRICK K. THORNTON "ALSO CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANT
DARRELL A LINDMAN CHARYN K. HAIN ***ALSO LICENSED IN COLORADO
RONALD R. SUTTON BRIAN D. HERRINGTON®

IRIS K. SOCOLOFSKY-LINDER  DAVID D. BRICKEY

BRETT J. BEAN MARCY R. MEYER

RICHARD C. LOWE** WENDY M. GUILFOYLE

GARY C. ROGERS GRAHAM K. CRABTREE January 30, 1997

MARK A, BUSH KERRY D. HETTINGER

MICHAEL H. PERRY MELINDA A. CARLSON

Ms. Dorothy Wideman

Executive Secretary MICHRIGAN PU :‘UC SERVICE
Michigan Public Service Commission FILED

6545 Mercantile Way

P. O. Box 30221 JAN 3 € 1397

Lansing, MI 48909
MMl
Re: MPSC Case No. U-11104 | COMMISSION

Dear Ms. Wideman;

Enclosed for filing in the above-captioned matter, are an original and 15 copies of
Michigan Cable Telecommunications Association’s Reply to Ameritech Michigan’s Supplemental
Information Filed on January 16, 1997, along with Proof of Service of same..

Very truly yours,

Fraser Trebilcock Davis & Foster, P.C.

ichael S. Ashton

MSA/maf
Enclosures
cc: All Counsel of Record



STATE OF MICHIGAN
BEFORE THE MICHIGAN PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

In the matter, on the Commission’s own motion,
to consider Ameritech Michigan’s compliance
with the competitive checklist in Section 271

of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.

Case No. U-11104
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THE MICHIGAN CABLE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION’S
REPLY TO AMERITECH MICHIGAN’S
SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION
FILED ON JANUARY 16, 1997
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MICHICAN P UG SCRVICS

FILED
JAKN 201997

COMMISSION

Fraser Trebilcock Davis & Foster, P.C.
Attomneys for Michigan Cable
Telecommunications Association

David E.S. Marvin (P26564)

Michael S. Ashton (P40474

Business address: ‘
1000 Michigan National Tower
Lansing, MI 48933

(517) 482-5800
Feasea Date: January 30, 1997

TREBILCOCK
Davis &
" “STER, P.C.
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| 8 INTRODUCTION

The Michigan Cable Telecommunications Association ("MCTA") files this brief reply
to the Supplemental Information filed by Ameritech Michigan on January 16, 1997. In its
reply, MCTA will not attempt to respond to each and every argument which Ameritech
Michigan raised in an effort to obfuscate the record in this case. The purpose of this reply
is simply to demonstrate beyond dispute that Ameritech Michigan is not in compliance with
the competitive checklist because it has failed to provide access to its poles at just and
reasonable rates as required by Section 271(c)(2)(B)(iii) of the Communications Act of 1934,
as amended, being 47 USC § 271(c)(2)(B)(iti).

While Ameritech Michigan’s original filing in this docket summarily asserted that
Ameritech had "followed the FCC pricing methodologies based on Section 224(d) and the
FCC rules and formulas found in Docket No. 86-212 dated July 23, 1987 (poles),"!
Ameritech Michigan has failed'to provide any evidence to support its claim. Indeed,
Ameritech had not even submitted a workpaper showing how it calculated its $1.97 rate. By
contrast, MCTA has submitted a workpaper which correctly utilizes the applicable
methodology and establishes a maximum allowable pole rate of $1.20. With respect to
MCTA’s workpaper, Ameritech Michigan offers not one single substantive criticism,
whatsoever. In addition, Ameritech Michigan does not even attempt to refute the fact that
in imposing its $1.97 pole rate, Ameritech Michigan is seeking to recover from attaching
parties the pole rents which Ameritech Michigan pays to attach its own wires to the poles

owned by other utilities! Finally, rather than admit that it is improper to continue to dun

'Ameritech Michigan’s Attachment B, MPSC Case No. U-11104, filed December 16,
1996, at p 15.
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attaching parties at a $2.88 rate which the MPSC rejected and which Ameritech Michigan
itself withdrew, Ameritech Michigan makes a veiled threat to impose an even more excessive
rate because of the complaint made in this proceeding to the Commission.

IL. AMERITECH MICHIGAN IS NOT PROVIDING ACCESS TO ITS POLES AT
JUST AND REASONABLE RATES

A. Ameritech Michigan Concedes That The FCC Pricing Methodology Is The

Appropriate Methodology To Determine Its Compliance With The
Competitive Checklist :

As set forth in greater detail in MCTA’s January 9, 1997 filing in this case, the FCC
pricing methodology has been adopted by Section 361 of the Michigan Telecommunications
Act, being MCL 484.2361; MSA 22.1469(361). Thus, Ameritech is required to set its pole
rate based on this methodology in order to be in compliance with the competitive checklist.

Ameritech Michigan has conceded that the FCC pricing methodology is the
appropriate pricing methodology to determine its compliance with the competitive checklist.
In response to a Commission question regarding the pricing methodology and prices for

access to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights-of-way, Ameritech Michigan stated:

"c.  What are the pricing methodology and prices for access

to poles, ducts, conduits, and rights of way? Be
specific.

RESPONSE

Ameritech Michigan has applied the FCC’s pricing
methodologies based on Section 224(d) and the FCC'’s rules and
formulas found in Docket No. 86-212 dated July 23, 1987
(poles) and Docket No. 96-181, dated September 3, 1996
(conduit). Pricing under the FCC methodology is included in
Ameritech Michigan’s filed tariff." (Ameritech Michigan’s
Response to Attachment B, MPSC Case No. U-11104,
December 16, 1996, at p 15.)
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Thus, there is no dispute regarding the methodology which should be utilized to calculate
Ameritech’s pole attachment rate.

B. Ameritech Has Failed To Produce Any Workpaper To Support Its $1.97

Rate

Ameritech Michigan has made numerous and: lengthy filings with the Commission in
this case, including its filings on December 16, 1996 and January 16, 1997. Despite those
voluminous filings, Ameritech Michigan has failed to produce any workpaper to explain or
support its $1.97 pole rate. The apparent reason why Ameritech Michigan has been unwilling
to file a workpaper is because its rate was not correctly calculated in conformance with the

applicable methodology.

C. Ameritech Michigan Offers No Criticism Of MCTA’s Workpaper Which
Establishes A Maximum Allowable Pole Rate Of $1.20

- In its January 9, 1997 filing, MCTA set forth in precise detail an analysis of the
maximum allowable pole rate for Ameritech Michigan. This analysis established that, based
on Ameritech’s publicly filed cost data, the maximum allowable pole rate was $1.20 per pole
per year. Despite its best efforts to obfuscate the record in its supplemental filing on January
16, 1997, Ameritech Michigan offers not one substantive criticism of the manner in which
MCTA applied the pole rate methodology which Ameritech Michigan, itself, conceded was
appropriate.

D. Ameritech Michigan Seeks To Impose A Pole Rate Which Includes

Ameritech Michigan’s Pole Rent Paid To Attach Its Wires To Poles Owned
By Other Utilities

In fact, Ameritech Michigan does not even dispute the fact set forth in MCTA’s
January 9, 1997 filing that the primary difference between Ameritech Michigan’s pole rate

of $1.97 and MCTA’s calculation of a maximum allowable pole rate of $1.20 is that
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